REMARKS 

In the Office Action, claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 10, 15, 17, 18, 20, 23 and 27 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over Robbins Jr. (U.S. Pat. No. 5,540,138). Claim 26 was 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Robbins Jr. in view of 
E.R. Smith et al. (U.S. Pat. No. 1,794,424). Claims 24 and 25 were allowed. Claim 
9 was objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form. 

It is noted that, in paragraph 4 of the Office Action, claims 24 and 25 are 
indicated to be allowed. Claims 24 and 25, however, were cancelled and have been 
substituted by new claims 29 and 30. It is assumed that claims 29 and 30 are allowed. 
Confirmation is hereby requested. 

There is a decisive difference between the current claimed solution according 
to the present invention compared with the solution by Robbins Jr. The activating 
element 5 according to the present invention is designed in such a way that it has an 
elevation in its center section. Reference number 5/1 is included in the attached Fig. 
1 b for a better understanding. Furthermore, the catch at the front end of the activating 
element 5 has reference number 5/2 in order to make the differences to the nose or 
elevation 5/1 clear. 
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During the movement of the bolt 1 1 , its beveling 11/1 presses at the front end 
of the bolt towards the nose or the elevation of the activating element and spreads it 
(see Fig. lb). Thus, the activating element is positioned in the unlocking position. 
In the drawn-back position of the bolt (see Fig. lb top part), the bolt 11 or its 
beveling does not interact with the nose 5/1 or the elevation so that the activating 
element is in the locking position. 

In order to take the previous explanation into consideration, claim 1 has been 
amended accordingly. This is very clearly visible in Figs, la or lb in the respective 
top drawing portions. 

Based on the foregoing amendments and remarks, it is respectfully submitted 
that the claims in the present application, as they now stand, patentably distinguish 
over the references cited and applied by the Examiner and are, therefore, in condition 
for allowance. A Notice of Allowance is in order, and such favorable action and 
reconsideration are respectfully requested. 
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However, if after reviewing the above amendments and remarks, the Examiner 
has any questions or comments, he is cordially invited to contact the undersigned 


400 Seventh Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20004-2201 

(202) 638-6666 

Date: February 7, 2008 

JCH/JLS:crj 


attorneys. 


Respectfully submitted, 


JACOBSON HOLMAN PLLC 



John C.Holman 
Reg. NoV 22,769 
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